in the original. Second, and as a corollary of this view, adaptations of neo-Victorian novels frequently tend to be regarded through the lens of old-fashioned fidelity criticism, and are generally found wanting, being judged to be less complex, less metatextual and self-consciously metacritical, and consequently less worthy of scholarly attention. As Imelda Whelehan points out, however, such a view fails to do justice to the complexities of (neo-Victorian) film adaptation. While Whelehan's focus lies primarily on the aesthetic aspects of these films, the aim of this chapter is to explore the political implications underlying and resulting from the act of adaptation.
Neo-Victorian fiction is a highly politicized genre, tending to view the Victorian era through the lens of Marxist, feminist, and postcolonial criticism (see Heilmann and Llewellyn, 2010, pp. 4-5) , and a similar trend is observable in some BBC adaptations of Victorian texts (Byrne, 2009, p. 48) . Nevertheless, the question whether either of the two succeeds in straddling the divide between political engagement and marketability has sparked a degree of critical debate (see, for example, Heilmann and Llewellyn, 2010, p. 232). In the case of neo-Victorian fiction, the argument has been put forward that the revisionist perspective of the genre is part of, rather than a hindrance to, its commercial appeal, with audiences expecting (and paying for) criticism of the Victorians under the categorical triad of race, class, and gender (Muller, 2010, p. 146) . However, the audience appeal of these aspects does not necessarily rob them of their political relevance. As each of the novels under consideration here has been shown by numerous critics to contribute to the political project of neo-Victorian revisionism, their adaptations deserve to be analyzed along the same lines.
Neo-Victorian adaptations are arguably marketed to a broader and less obviously 'academic' audience than the novels upon which they are based. Not surprisingly, this frequently leads to noticeable shifts in narrative focus and thematic emphasis in contrast to the markedly 'scholarly' character of the texts. A paradigmatic case in point is Neil LaBute's Possession (2002), an adaptation of A.S. Byatt's Possession: A Romance (1990). The novel, in which late-twentieth-century academics Maud Bailey and Roland Michell uncover the secret romance of Victorian poets Christabel LaMotte and Randolph Henry Ash, is by now one of the established classics of the emergent neo-Victorian canon. It is deliberately aimed at an audience tolerably fluent in the dominant literary theories of the second half of the twentieth century (Yelin, 1992, p. 38) , and is particularly famous for Byatt's virtuoso pastiches of Victorian poetry. In LaBute's adaptation, both of these aspects retreat
